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Washington, D,C. 20U71 
Dear Kr. habcock, 

I do not presune that your interest is much greater than is required by a review, 
or tiiat OeorgB Gardner’s does U*n sending him a copy of tlds letter j, but becaqfo you 
report on intelligence matters I write you about two sentences in your review and to 
tell you a story tJiat I think is relevant, 

**Still, the research is com^iiling, bucked up by devastating ou-the-rocord quotes 
from more than 30 former intelligence ofticers'* and "He could have addressed wlietlier any 
of the spy hunter's machinations nattered. " 

I beiieve tliese two oentonces are related in ways not easily perceived by any review- 
er bjit cun lead to whAt I regard as a liell of a story. 

Also, I*m surprised tliat in your thinking, for which I*m aware you nay not have had 
much time, you did not woder how it is that some former intelUgence officers would 
dare speak so freely, without worry about their employment contracts. 

Vixen liangold was first getting started on his book he phoned mo from London with 
what perliaps incorrectly I felt was soii»e excitement. He asked me if I would Id^lielp 
him with wliat he described as a biograp^ of i»bgloton. I told him I would. 

Before carrying this farthar, you noted that what begun as a biograpliy evolved into 
something else. SomiJthing similar hap^jened with a book by one of Mangold's sources, Ed 
Epstein. His book that appeared as "Logend" did not begin that way from tlie ads in Pub- 
lisher' a V/eekly. It changed radically al‘ter Angleton stated "helping" him. 

Mangold told me he wanted no to know wliere he is coming from, so ho was sending me 
throe books he'd written. I told him that was not necessary but he inisted he wanted to. 
ifii'Ho also told iie that he'd be here soon and would look me up. 

I began imi wdiately to collect for him copies of wlxat X believed he'd find useful 
and to segregate FOIa records too voluminous for me to cojiy for him. Time passed and I 
got no books and heard nothing from him. So, I wrote and explained th^t I'm aging, un- 
well and did not want to wa:.te any of wlrnt time I have left and would like to know wlie- 
ther he wanted the help he'd asked for. I got no reply and finally, cramped as ny working 
space is, put what I'd copied for him away and filed the POIA records. I did wonder why 
his beliavior wa;*., from loy experience with tliem, unlike ny expericmces with a nuiaber of 
other British reporters, and, of course, wh;* he wanted the help he knew I could provide 
and then fell silent. 

Mn reading his book I no longcjr wondered. As soon as I finished the book I wrote him. 
I do not expect an answer but Luitil he has had time to respond I tliink ±z ..ould be unfair 
to send you a coi^. I do tell you, liowevor, that I addressed hia as "Faust". 



Because ^ have special interests of wliich '^eorge is aware I read sucli books critically 
and annotate tJiem, sonotiui^sy for a liiatory professoral who is a friend and asks it of ne, 
doiiMi tliat now, for exanple, with lieschloss* reoarkablp dishone>f"jl^o Crisis fears,'* 
W}iat your review doon not reflect your )ierceivin4i - and please do not t^iko tliis as 
criticisia because hove no such intent - is that the planned biography evolved into the 
serving of a special interest, as l^i^steiu's book also did, Lpstein’s served abgleton's 
interest, I jiresuuu tliis was not los- oa tlie CIa, ka liangold’s book appeared it is as 
much an exculpation of the C.A as an institution as is possible, 

Kven when from tine to tiue he appears to be critical of Helms, he falls far short 
of including what is relevant and is in tho public dociain about gelms. There is a con- 
siderable voluno of what is not generally la\ow%bout ^Ina that ho could easily have got- 
ten and not fron ue alone, 

■^liis gets to vihother An^;leton*s machinations could have mattered. Heins was involved 
in some that are of special interest to me, 

I do not remenber liangold'a exact words but he wrote that Nosenko had told tlio FBI 
that the KGB did not suspect Os aid as a **sleeper" agent. The exact opix>site is tho truth. 

fmngold cites \/arren Connission 651 and the HBCA*s record, does not cite what his 
assistant Goldberg at least loio^ about, toy publication in 1975 of wliat Hosenko lidd actually 
said about this and more about Oswald that Mangold onita: tliat he was openly anti-Soviet 
in the USSR, Vfhat Oswald’s political beliefs really were 1 picked up from what the "'omnis- 
sion and the MI chose to ignore. I quote his writings in ny first book. He referred to 
the Soviets as fat, stinking politicians and to tlie US CP as betrayers of the working 
class, \/ith regard to both of tliese natters I call to your at'ontioii tliat when the CIA 
finally gave Kosenko a fair and unprejudiced polygra.jfi it concluded tliat lie hail told the 
truth about Oswald-, 

Under Angleton, largely as I recall by kocca and v/hen needed strongly fortified by 
(Sfelms in person, tho CIA pressured tliu ^oranission^'Jio^ to take^the secre^testinony Kosenko 
ogforod, on the ground his bona fides had not been estaolished. That was the judgement 
the Conmiasion should have made but with some secret pressure, reflected in the executive 
XU session transcripts I liave from Ford in particular, it decided to abdicate to the CIA 
and it even omitted Nosenkjs published identification from its Report, 

Thoj*e is nuch that relates to this for which I do not take your time. But I do call 

tf 

to your atuention that iiagold has to have known, as Jeff Goldberg did know, that I*d 
published six books on the Jb’lC assassination and have about a quarter of a million pages 
of formerly witliheld records gotten by a aeries of l?X)lA suits, tha^ nangold did phone me 
and ask for help, that ^oldberg mid Mangold's lawyer know me, and tiiat he never asked for 
any tiling from me or for access to tJiese records. Including those on Nosenko. 



Tlie Couniasi,n's secon-l panic - th.i first was FBI le kinc that !>oxed it in - was 
what i’ord described as a "dirty ruiaor" without an^ invoatiaation, tlmt Oswald had had some 
kind of eove.-nnent coimection. I ):|blished two of tlie executive session transcripts on 
this, the first, wliieh they decided to destroy and overlooked the stonotypiats tape t^^ 
had to have ti-anscribed for me, in' Post ilortem'beginniiu; on page 475 and the 

second the subject of Vihitewash lH^and lainted in facsimile in it. 

^■‘ongold repor^' tiiat the UlA believed tliat Oswald liad been dispatched to disinform 
on the JITC assassination, so that the would not be susi^cted. Superficially this ap- 
pears to be lecLtimate but to ajiyone witli knowledge of the available information, it has 
no validity at all. V/hat would be this official conclusions were leaked beginning with 
oubUcution \2/2/<3i and the whole world knew, including the ICOB. and, of course, the OU. 

At two points, without reporting tlie subject mutter of lawsuit, Mangold has 

iiotes quoting what the CIA's SSaSig®Briggs attested. It was hqt suit for the NoseiUco 
transcript. I.angold omits, and I think it is not unfair to say aupin^sses, what griggs 
also attested to, that tlie Ifosn^o transcript had to be kept secret because Kosenko's 
treatment Iqr the ClA was so wonderful tlmt the Cla expected it to attract additional de- 
fectors ! TlfS^Wot have cited tlmt affidavit without having read tills in i^ 

There is more in the disclosed and ai^lable CIa records tlmt^l^ reliant 
cular the questions it proposed that State address to the government of the 1JS3H. They were 
so outrageous State had a fit. They were usaured to offend. Tiey also resulted in the U.S. 
goverruaent failing to request what it know from Kosenko did exiit, tlie KUB's records on 
Oswald in the LToSB.This includes their smipicion tlmt ho was ooue kind of U.S. agent, was 
anti-Soviet openly, possibly why they suspected him and what would I an confident gives 
the lie to another seemingly reasonable ClA reason for not trusting Kosenko, tlmt he said 
the IlfB did not interview Oswald. It didn't but the UVD did. Ureover, it got all it 
wa^ed from the KBB Intourist guide, confiined in effect by a later defector who was trussed 
the^dld not trust Oswald and conaidered liio more or less flakey, 

Uitli Golitsyn so im.iortant a figure in .mngold's book and ivngleton, of course, ‘‘ungold 
also does not mention the instant analysis of the JITC assassination by an unidentified KGB 
defector, clearly Golitsyn^ a^^l^^ utterly irrational and extremely inflamatory. 

i>o, while what the man I regard as faust did publish is important information, I 
it can ho compared with ^olby ^ind the family jewels, as seindln^ zho cl^'s interest to have 
the air seem to be cleared when it wasn't* 

ihe net effect is to hold the dead tto^eton alone responsible for the institutional 
misconduct, Hiy book is as closo an approximation of exculpation of the institution as I 
think is possible* 

klao missing, considerinc the inl'luence Anirleton had, is that fact that as I learned 
when I was in OiS, on.? of our ^groater intelligence failures was of wliat *i:igleton was in 



chart.'c of, countoTintel^i^ce in -^taly. It waa so tlioroughly ]«uetrated the llazia jdoked 
up tean ,U'ter teaia when^^jt behTnd i.'azi lines. i>uch records passed tliroueh qy Jvmda. 

I do not suffi.'est tliat it lias ne:.niru; but I do not recall that in roportina' iumlcton's 
friendsliip with ilsxa l^ound, in Italy when «ncleton wa^'lwcauan lie'd uoved there^ “aiiijold 
refereed to the fac^that Pound waa friendly with the fascists and approved then and as I 
recall ern;atjed in anti-U.S, propaeunda for then during World War II. There was some con- 
slderatlon of chargin^j him aa a traitor* 

I find it at tlie least provocative that not just lumleton and liis staff but the CIA 
Jo the top bent such effort to keep tlus Warren Conmission fron Ustenina' to Uosenko and 
succeeded after the Comnisoion knew wliat he would say, that none of those records were 
printed in the 10,CX»,000 words th.; Coimiaaion did print -not even a hint that they existed 
and tliat initially they were all witlihold at the Archilws. 

I also find it interes^tg^^that in liis treatment of Oswald Maneojd makes no rofez^nce 
to the fact that (<elms adiaitted^ that the Cla had a considerable volume of pre-assassina- 
tion records on Oswald tliat haW just hapiiened to disappear without a trace. 

And, of course, tliat il still has not conplied with ny 1975 request for its jipa etiko 
information, repeated sovend times. Apiiorently at tlie CIa's bidcllxm thiT i’ill *ols^dli) 
until it started dlucloalni: tliem to noueone who was known to follow wliat I refer to as the 
party lino on liosenko. I tlion i;ot coiiiea of only what was disclosed to him. ±t made a mis- 
tai:e once and addressed ae LL.in<j his name. 

If WWW were writinij the book ‘'ancold wrote and had none of the complications I be- 
lieve he had I'd have found those records to be exceptionally iraportant. IVou tlie first 
and with a series of never reasonable explanations people in the CIA were determined to 
prevent Nosenko's defection when his position and what he could know about Oswald was 
known, ue was in the richt place to know and of a rank that made it likely. 

In any event, I tliink tliat Mangold's su.lden lack ol* interest in having access to what 
he had to know I have when ho phoned me is explained by his book; he preferred other sources 
he vould not h:;ve had if he had had any relationship with me, 

ihis gets back to how those 30 dared sjjeak to him without fear of violating their ClA 
employmemt contract that it has so often sued to enforce. 

Sincerely , 

Harold Weisberg/ 



